distribution  statement 

Appiovrd  foi  juhhe  relec'iti 
Distribution  Unlimited 


\ 


SECURITY  CLASSIFICATION  OF  THIS  PAGE  (When  Data  Entered) 


REPORT  DOCUMENTATION  PAGE 


1 REPORT  NUMBER 


4.  TITLE  (and  Subtitle) 

l 

t.TllA  UAXTAPrO 


WHO  MANAGES  AIR  FORCE  DEVELOPMENT  AND 
^ACQUISITION  PROGRAMS? 


READ  INSTRUCTIONS 
BEFORE  COMPLETING  FORM 


3.  RECIPIENT’S  CATALOG  NUMBER 


5.  TYPE  OF  REPORT  ft  PERIOD  COVEREO 

Student  Project  Rep#rt,^\^4^1 


6 PERFORMING  ORG.  REPORT  NUMBER 


7.  author^; 


ROWN ING 


CONTRACT  OR  GRANT  NUMBER(A) 


9 PERFORMING  ORGANIZATION  NAME  AND  ADDRESS 

DEFENSE  SYSTEMS  MANAGEMENT  COLLEGE 
FT.  BELVOIR,  VA  22060 


11.  CONTROLLING  OFFICE  NAME  AND  ADORESS 

DEFENSE  SYSTEMS  MANAGEMENT  COLLEGE 
FT.  BELVOIR,  VA  22060 


10.  PROGMM  ELEMENT,  PROJECT,  TASK 
AREA  * WORK  UNIT  NUMBERS 


FT)  'Tr 


>3.  NUMBER  OF  P. 


«r  7 i-TC 


-**r7~T 


4 MONITORING  AGENCY  NAME  ft  ADORES S(lt  different  from  Controlling  Office)  | 15.  SECURITY  CL 


UNCLASSIFIED 


15*.  DECLASSIFICATION/  DOWNGRADING 
SCHEDULE 


16.  DISTRIBUTION  STATEMENT  (of  thla  Report) 


UNLIMITED 


17.  DISTRIBUTION  STATEMENT  (of  the  abstract  entered  In  Block  20,  If  different  from  Report) 


20  ABSTRACT  (Continue  on  reverse  aide  If  neceaeary  and  Identify  by  block  number) 


SEE  ATTACHED  SHEET 


U ' (Jr'i't- 


DO  ,'STn  1473  EDITION  OF  1 NOV  «»  IS  OBSOLETE 


SECURITY  CLASSIFICATION  OF  THIS  PAGE  (When  Dml*  Enfrtd) 


DEFENSE  SYSTEMS  MANAGEMENT  SCHOOL 


STUDY  TITLE:  wiiO  MANAGES  AIR  FORCE  DEVELOPMENT  AND  ACQUISITION 


PROGRAMS? 


STUDY  GOALS:  To  determine  the  career  characteristics  of  officer: 
managing  development  and  acquisition  programs. 


I STUDY  REPORT  ABSTRACT 

The  development  of  program  managers  has  been  a topic  of  continu- 
ing interest  within  the  Air  Force  and  the  Department  of  Defense. 
This  report  reviews  previous  studies  and  comments  by  high  level 
officials  to  determine  those  experience,  education,  and  training 
factors  considered  to  be  most  relevant  to  program  managers.  To 
determine  the  extent  to  which  these  factors  were  contained  in 
the  backgrounds  of  officers  currently  managing  Air  Force  programs, 
the  development  histories  of  783  were  examined.  In  general, 
these  officers  were  found  to  have  been  well  prepared  through 
appropriate  experience  and  education.  However,  the  experience 
level  of  some  managers  of  smaller  programs  was  found  to  be- 
of  the  officers  examined  had  completed  relevant  training 
courses. 


■d 


% r- 


pCEY  WORDS:  MATERIEL  ACQUISITION  PROGRAM  MANAGEMENT  OFFICER  TRAINING 

CAREER  MANAGEMENT 


RANK,  SERVICE 


tatBBa  mw Kuan 

ii  CLASS 


i!  DATE 


ii 


N'T  3 A 


'•^rrrzrrrrr.  T-r  ■oic'  — *vra  jv  hl«li  jjuxsjmi,  ti nn  i jtibwu 


WHO  MANAGES  AIR  FORCE 


DEVELOPMENT  AND  ACQUISITION  PROGRAMS? 


An  Executive  Summary 
of  a 

Study  Report 
by 


Bob  D.  Browning 
Lt.  Col.  USAF 

May  1974 


Defense  Systems  Management  School 
Program  Management  Course 
Class  74-1 

Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia  220f)0 


EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


This  study  examines  the  backgrounds  of  those  officers  who 
are  managing  Air  Force  development  and  acquisition  programs  in 
the  Air  Force  Systems  Command  (AFSC) . Management  of  these  pro- 
grams is  a subject  of  high  interest  because  of  their  cost  and 
impact  on  national  security.  Of  particular  concern  is  whether 
the  Air  Force  is  entrusting  the  management  of  these  programs 
to  officers  who  have  been  properly  prepared  through  experience, 
education,  and  training. 

The  review  of  previous  studies  and  comments  by  senior 
managers  indicates  that  several  factors  are  considered  to  be 
very  important  in  the  development  of  military  program  managers. 
Most  important  is  program  management  experience  itself.  This 
should  be  blended  with  assignments  in  the  operational  environ- 
ment to  enhance  perception  of  user  requirements  and  with 
assignments  to  Hq  AFSC  or  I!q  Air  Force  to  provide  a broad 
understanding  of  the  decision-making  processes.  Education  in 
technical  and  management  academic  areas  is  considered  very 
important.  Professional  Military  Education  is  also  recommended 
to  enhance  career  progression.  In  addition,  specialized  train- 
ing in  areas  directly  related  to  program  management  has  been 
stressed.  The  effectiveness  of  these  various  factors  with  re- 
gard to  individual  program  managers  i.s  dependent  upon  the 


judgement  of  the  viewer.  Such  an  assessment  was  considered  to 
be  beyond  the  scope  of  this  study. 

No  one  optimum  career  pattern  was  identified  for  develop- 
ing program  managers.  A career  planning  philosophy  is  followed 
in  the  Air  Force  which  identifies  broad  guidelines  of  factors 
which  appear  to  be  most  relevant.  Careers  are  structured  with- 
in these  guidelines  to  enhance  innate  management  ability  with 
the  experience  and  tools  needed  to  operate  effectively  within 
the  program  management  arena.  This  study  measures  the  degree 
to  which  current  program  management  personnel  possess  the  ex- 
perience, education,  and  training  previously  identified  as 
preferable . 

Four  categories  of  program  management  officers  were 
examined.  The  first  three  were  managers  of  programs  at  differ- 
ing levels  of  importance.  The  fourth  category  included 
complete  System  Program  Offices.  Data  on  these  categories  was 
analyzed  for  the  three  different  program  importance  levels  as 
well  as  by  acquisition  subcommand.  Jn  all,  the  careers  of  783 
were  exainined--estimated  to  bo  about  one -fourth  of  the  officers 
assigned  to  SPOs  in  AI’SC. 

The  study  found  acquisition  management  experience  to  bo 
very  high  in  most  cases.  It  averaged  more  than  11  years  for 
managers  of  the  major  programs  and  an  average  of  almost  6 years 
for  all  officers  examined.  However,  managers  of  some  of  the 

ii  i 


smaller  programs  appeared  to  have  very  low  experience  levels. 

A number  of  these  officers  had  had  no  acquisition  management 
experience  prior  to  their  current  assignment.  About  two-thirds 
of  all  officers  examined  had  operational  experience  and  about 
12  percent  had  had  assignments  to  Hq  AFSC  or  Hq  USAF. 

There  was  very  good  correlation  found  to  exist  between  the 
academic  backgrounds  and  that  considered  most  relevant.  At  the 
undergraduate  level,  80  percent  had  degrees  in  technical  and 
14  percent  had  degrees  in  management  disciplines.  Over  GO  per- 
cent had  Master's  degrees  in  these  disciplines.  The  overall 
level  of  academic  education  was  considerably  higher  than  other 
Air  Force  officers.  This  group  also  had  a higher  level  of 
completion  of  professional  military  education  courses  than 
other  Air  Force  officers. 

There  is  no  standard  against  which  to  measure  the  training 
level  of  these  officers.  However,  less  than  20  percent  had 
completed  one  of  the  courses  directly  related  to  program  man- 
agement. This  method  could  be  used  more  extensively  to  help 
prepare  the  junior  or  inexperienced  officers  for  program  man- 
agement responsibilities. 
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WHO  MANAGES  AIR  FORCE 


DEVELOPMENT  AND  ACQUISITION  PROGRAMS? 


CHAPTER  I 
Int reduction 


I ntroduct ion 

The  purpose  of  this  study  is  to  determine  the  relevant 
career  characteristics  for  those  military  officers  who  are 
managing  development  and  acquisition  programs  in  the  Air  Force 
Systems  Command  (AFSC)  . Management  of  these  .programs  is  flic 
major  activity  of  this  Command  and  accounts  for  over  six  billion 
dollars  annually,  about  22  percent  of  the  entire  Air  Force 
budget . 

because  of  th ' s high  dollar  value  an!  the  direct  f rsc*-. 
upon  our  future  national  security,  the  development  ana  acquisi- 
tion of  military  systems  has  been  a subject  of  continuing 
interest  to  numerous  special  study  groups  and  to  key  government 
official- . Tn  a November  1969  Memorandum,  former  Deputy  Secre- 
tary of  Defense,  David  Packard,  stated,  "A  major  challenge  that 
the  Department  of  Defense  races  is  to  inr  rove  tire  execution  of 
our  weapon  system  acquit' Lion  programs.  An  essential  step  in 

* ABSTAINER 

This  study  represents  the  views,  conclusions  and  recorunendati c.ns 
of  the  author  and  docs  not  necessarily  reflect  the  official  >p in- 
ion of  the  Defense  Systems  Management  School  nor  the  Dcpartm  rt 
of  Defense. 
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realizing  this  objective  is  to  assign  gifted  and  experienced 
individuals  to  the  positions  which  direct  or  influence  signifi- 
cantly the  acquisition  programs."^  Visiting  program  managers 
and  distinguished  guest  speakers  at  the  Defense  Systems  Manage- 
ment School  (DSMS)  during  the  conduct  of  Program  Management 
Course  74-1  have  reiterated  the  vital  importance  of  properly 
qualified  people  to  the  successful  conduct  of  military  program 
management  activities.  In  fact,  the  establishment  of  DSMS  it- 
self was  aimed  at  the  problem  of  providing  improved  program 
managers.  During  the  opening  ceremonies  for  the  first  class, 
Mr.  Packard  stated  that  DSMS  "has  been  established  for  the 
specific  purpose  of  making  a substantial  improvement  in  che 
capability  and  effectiveness  of  managers  for  the  important 
development  and  production  programs  of  the  Department  ol 
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Openrnu  address  to  the  first  Program  Management  Course, 
DSMS,  by  Deputy  Secretary  of  Defense  David  Packard,  3 "ay  j.971. 

3 

Memorandum  ior  Mr.  Mandolin  from  Hugh  E.  Witt,  OSD,  Subj: 
Meeting  Wits  Sncre*  ary  Clements  Regarding  Project  Managers, 

’/>  j dov^mb er  197  3. 


Air  Force  Program  Management 

Program  management  is  the  process  of  integrating  the  acti- 
vities of  all  participating  organizations,  including  government 
and  private  industry,  to  meet  program  objectives.  This  has 
been  a part  of  the  Military  Services'  approach  to  the  develop- 
ment and  acquisition  of  military  systems,  in  varying  degrees, 
for  over  30  years.  Within  the  Air  Force,  this  management  en- 
deavor is  exercised  primarily  within  AFSC  which  is  responsible 
for  the  development  and  acquisition  of  new  systems.  There  are 
many  System  Program  Offices  (SPO)  in  AFSC  which  are  the  manage- 
ment focal  points  for  all  the  efforts  to  bring  a new  system 
into  the  operational  inventory.  These  SPOs  vary  in  size  from 
over  two  hundred  to  one  or  two  people,  depending  upon  the  size, 
complexity,  and  importance  of  the  program. 

The  Air  Force  has  long  recognized  the  need  for  prof  easier..  ;1 
competence  in  manning  system  acquisition  programs.  In  lf)6i  a 
separate  officer  career  field  was  established  to  provide  a iocur 
for  the  development  and  utilization  of  system  program  managers. 
The  personnel  management  of  this  career  field  is  designed  to 
provide  a resource  of  officers  who  have  been  prepared  through 
appropriate  assignments,  education,  and  training  to  fill  k<  y 
acquisition  management  positions.  It  is  toward  these  character- 
istics of  the  people  who  are  currently  assigned  to  SPOs  that 
this  study  is  directed. 


\ 


Scope 


Programs  managed  by  the  personnel  whose  careers  were 
examined  during  this  study  ranged  from  major  systems  costing 
several  billion  dollars  to  smaller  programs  involving  only  a 
few  million  dollars.  To  provide  a broad  data  base,  four  groups 
of  officers  were  reviewed.  The  first  group  consisted  of  the 
managers  of  the  ten  highest  priority  programs-- those  which  the 
Commander  of  AFSC  had  designated  for  personal  review  each  month 
These  are  known  as  PAR  (Program  Acquisition  Review)  programs 
and  include  s ich  i ijor  sys  terns  as  the  B-l,  15,  and  Minuteman. 
The  Chief  of  Staff  and  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force  also  review 
these  programs  on  a monthly  basis. 

Managers  of  CAR  (Command  Acquisition  Review)  programs 
made  up  the  second  group.  These  programs  are  reviewed  by  the 
C mander  oi  AFSC  c.n  i quarterly  basis  and  are  exceeded  in 
level  of  importance  only  by  the  PAR  programs.  Some  programs 
in  the  CAR  category  are  ABRKS , C-5A , F-4,  Maverick,  and  TRI-TAC 

The  third  group  consists  of  managers  of  identifiable  pro- 
grams other  than  PAR  or  CAR  programs.  Because  there  is  no 
standard  definition  of  what  level  of  effort  warrants  the  desig- 
nation of  a development  and/or  acquisition  management  task  as 
<.1  "program",  this  jroup  ol  managers  Ls  not  all  inclusive.  How- 
ever, in  the  aggregate,  an  analysis  of  their  relevant  career 
characteristics  should  bo  representative  of  the  military 


personnel  managing  programs  below  the  PAR/CAR  level. 

To  gain  a composite  profile  of  the  officers  in  a typical 
SPO,  all  military  personnel  assigned  to  several  randomly 
selected  programs  were  examined.  These  include  PAR,  CAR,  and 
non-PAR/CAR  programs  .in  all  four  AFSC  acquisition  sub-commands 
— the  Aeronautical  Systems  Division,  the  Electronic  Systems 
Division,  the  Space  and  Missile  Systems  Organization,  and  the 
Armament  Development  and  Test  Center.  Officers  in  this  fourth 
group  include  many  in  specialties  other  than  System  Program 
Management  (Air  Force  Specialty  Code  29XX) . The  careers  of  all 
•officers  assigned  to  the  SPO  were  examined.  This  included  some 
in  Scientific  (2CXX) , Research  and  Development  Management  (27XX) , 
Development  Engineering  (28XX) , Communications-Elcctron i cs 
(JOXX),  Weapons  Controller  (17XX),  Procurement  (65XX) , Logis- 
tics (66XX) , and  Financial  Management  (G7XX)  specialties. 

Summary 

Management  of  development  and  acquisition  programs  for 
military  systems  is  a subject  of  critical  importance  to  the  Air 
Force  and  the  Department  of  Defense.  The  successful  conduct  of 
these  programs  is  heavily  dependent  upon  the  capability  of  the 
people  cliarg>  1 with  their  management.  By  analyzing  a large 
sample  of  officers  assigned  to  a broad  spectrum  of  programs 
within  AFSC,  this  study  determines  which  of  the  relevant  char- 
acteristics have  been  included  in  the:  careers  of  the  current 
group  of  program  managers. 


CHAPTER  II 


Desirable  Char ac ter i 5; tics  for 
Program  Manager  Career  Planning 

There  i s no  one  optimum  career  pattern  for  a program  man- 
ager. Each  program  lias  its  own  special  problems  and  areas  for 
concern.  For  this  reason  the  Air  Force  career  development  pro- 
gram is  structured  within  broad  guidelines  of  the  factors  which 
appear  to  be  the  most  applicable  to  program  management.  These 
guidelines  have  been  constructed  based  upon  studies  which  have 
identified  needed  skills  and  upon  the  opinions  expressed  by 
experienced  program' managers . A career  planning  philosophy  is 
followed  which  builds  functional  generalists  within  the  rela- 
tively narrow  functional  areas  closely  related  to  the  R&D  and 
aeguisil  Lon  man;  jem»  nl  . As  ignment  oi  training  »ut  side  these 
areas  is  a planned,  deliberate  action  to  provide  mplem 
knowledge  or  skills  or  to  meet  a critical  Air  Force  requirement 
for  other  skills  possessed  by  an  individual  officer  (for 
instance,  pilots  and  navigators  needed  in  crew  positions). 

Air  Force  Career  Planning 

A 

The  Air  Force  OfJicer  Career  Progression  Guides  for  Rf.P 
and  program  management  personnel  emphasize  four  principal  con- 
siderations for  career  planning.  An  assignment  pattern  is 

^Air  Force  Manual  36-23,  Officer  Career  Management, 

30  June  1972. 
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stressed  which  will  provide  experience  and  understanding  of 
technical,  program  management  and  operational  activities. 
Graduate  education  is  encouraged  and,  for  some  scientific  and 
engineering  specialties,  is  considered  essential  due  to  the 
uniqueness  of  the  tasks  performed.  Completion  of  professional 
military  service  schools  is  highly  desirable  for  career  offi- 
cers. Attendance  at  technical  courses  is  important  to  the 
development  of  functional  specialties.  The  normal  pattern  for 
career  development  of  these  officers  includes  broadening  exper- 
ience through  a series  of  complementary  assignments,  academic 
special i nation  and  graduate  education,  professional  military 
education,  and  technical  courses. 

Prc vi ous  Stud i e_s 

In  November  1970,  the  Deputy  .Chief  of  Staff  for  Personnel, 

Hq  AFSC,  completed  a report  based  upon  the  result  s of  a :,r.  'ey 

questionnaire  answered  by  91  AFSC  General  Officers,  System 

S 

Program  Directors,  and  key  program  management  personnel.  The 
purpose  of  this  questionnaire  was  to  determine  those  experience 
education,  and  training  factors  which  were  considered  to  contri 
bute  significantly  to  the  development  of  successful  program 
managers.  In  summary,  the  strongest  opinions  of  these  : nior 

officers  (06  and  above)  were  that  a program  manager: 

5 

A Systems  Analysis  by  Deputy  Assistant  for  Senior  Officer 
Management  DCS/Personnel , Hq  AFSC,  November  1970,  "The  Systems 
Program  Manager  of  the  Seventies". 


7 


1. 


t 


Should  have  a breadth  of  experience.  In  order  of 
priority,  this  includes:  (Note:  Only  those  factors  which  re- 

late to  the  current  study  have  been  listed) 

a.  Previous  SPO  experience. 

b.  Hq  USAF/Hq  AFSC  staff  experience. 

c.  Operational  experience. 

d.  R&D  test  center  or  laboratory  experience. 

2.  Should  preferably  have  at  least  a BS  in  engineering. 

A MS  is  desirable — preferably  a MS  or  MBA  in  management. 

3.  Should  have  professional  military  education  through  the 
senior  school  level. 

4.  Should  attend  a special  SPO  training  course  such  as  the 
Defense  Weapon  System  Management  Course  (predecessor  to  the  Pro- 
gram Management  Course  of  the  Defense  Systems  Management  School) . 

Versions  of  the  above  factors  have  been  emphasized  hy  rtv  r 
groups  and  individuals  in  commenting  upon  the  development  of 
progran  managers.  In  its  L97Q  report,  the  Blue  Ribbon  Defer  < 
Panel  indicated  that  a program  manager  should  have  preparatory 
experience  in  managing  technical  pr<  rams . In  addit ion , they 
should  have  operational  tours  to  provide  a full  appreciation  of 
the  operational  requirements  and  environment.  More  recently 
(March  1974)  the  results  of  a questionnaire  to  senior  officers 


Blue  Ribbon  Defense  Panel,  S iff 
Syst  ei  s Acquis  1 j or  Process , ! • ••  ■ i I 
Secret  ry  ol  I fens*  >J  j ■ 

D.C. , July  11970. 


f report  on  Ma  jor  Weapon 
! ■ : lenl  . . : 1 ' 

ifense,  Washington, 
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in  Air  Force  Systems  Command  has  reitereated  the  importance  of 
the  above  listed  factors  in  preparing  officers  for  positions 
of  key  responsibility  in  program  management. 

Comments  by  Senior Managers 

In  October  1973  remarks  at  the  Defense  Systems  Management 

School,  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  Clements  stated: 

Competent  Program  Managers  are  needed  more  than  ever. 

We  must  have  qualifying  selection  criteria.  The  Com- 
mand of  a battalion,  a ship,  or  an  airplane  squadron 
does  not  necessarily  insure  success  of  a Program 
Manaqer.  Program  management  experience  itself  is 
essential.  This  experience  must  be  supplemented  with 
professional  education,  such  as  this  course  ; hat  you 
arc  taking. 

In  other  words,  genera]  leadership  or  management  ..hi  1 ity 
alone  is  not  sufficient  to  provide  good  management  of  complex 
defense  acquisition  programs.  Specific  expertise  that  comes 
from  "hands-on  experience."  and  augmented  by  '‘specially  re  ien'ed 
1 i . ni  progr;  is  essenti  I L<  ...  i . I ] voi 

this  same  be]  i < during  testimony  )•  ore  a Congr*  a.s  ional  Sub- 

b 

committee: 


Remarks  c ; i vered  by  the  Honorable  William  p.  Clam  nts, 
Jr.  to  the  Stt  t s o i 

participants  ol  the  first  General /t 1 ag  Orientation  Seminar  on 
Systems  Acquisition  M nagement.  Defense  Systems  Managt  ent 
School,  Fort  Belvoir,  Virginia,  October  16,  1973. 

$ 

Hearing  before  the  Subcomui  r.  toe  for  the  Department  of 
Defense  of  the  House  Committee  on  Appropriations  for  1973, 

10  May  1972. 
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The  Navy's  belief  is  that  a good  military  man  without 
prior  technical  experl i so  can  run  a weapons  project. 

In  military  hospitals,  on  the  other  hand,  the  Armed 
Forces  insist  that  control  be  exercised  only  by 
trained  physicians.  This  is  because  Defense  offi- 
cials are  unwilling  to  take  risks  on  medical  care, 
where  life  and  death  are  at  stake.  Why  is  not  the 
same  attitude  taken  t oward  complex  technical  pro- 
jects such  as  the  development  of  ships,  airplanes, 
or  weapons  systems?  Where  personnel  health  is  con- 
cerned, we  insist  that  those  in  charge  bo  qualified 
through  training  and  experience.  Why  do  we  not  in- 
sist that  where  the  health  of  our  Nation  is  concerned, 
those  in  charge  of  complex  technical  projects  be  like- 
wise qualified  through  training  and  experience?  . . . 

It  takes  years  of  training  and  experience  to  develop 
an  officer  who  is  capable  of  being  in  charge  of  a 
major  program  . . . 

Summa ry 

Cased  upon  these  previous  studies  and  remarks  by  knowledge- 
able senior  managers,  this  report  examines  the  following  char- 
acteristics of  officers  managing  development  and  acquisition 
programs  in  AFSC: 

1.  Acquisition  management  experience. 

2.  Operational  experience. 

3.  Hq  USAF/Hq  AFSC  staff  experience. 

A.  Academic  education. 

5.  Professional  military  education. 

6.  Specialized  program  management  training. 


CHAPTER  III 


An  Overview  of  the  Factors  Related  to  the 
Development  of  Air  F orce  Program  Man agers 

For  purposes  of  analysis,  the  development  of  Air  Force 
program  managers  could  be  related  to  the  job  of  designing, 
developing,  and  testing  an  item  to  accomplish  a specific  task. 

In  fundamental  terms  of  operating  an  effective  career  develop- 
ment program  for  program  managers,  this  simply  implies  that  it 
is  desirable  to  design  guidelines  for  developing  potential  pro- 
gram managers,  and  to  be  able  to  evaluate  the  impact  of  various, 
career  alternatives,  policy  changes,  or  deviations  from  the 
established  guidelines.  However,  as  noted  in  Chapter  II,  there 
is  no  one  optimum  career  pattern  fer  developing  a good  program 
man  er . Not  only  is  ii  Li  possible  to  accurately  pr<  lid 
part  icular  problems  which  unknown  future  programs  na  < m ■ 1 ‘ r, 

it  is  also  not  possible  to  forecast  the  managers  nt.  abilitii  of 
specific  individuals  until,  they  have  been  tested  under  the 
stress  of  progressively  difficult  and  complex  manager-  nt 
si tunt ions. 

Because  of  the  uncertain  nature  of  defense  program  man  ige- 
ment,  it  is  very  difficult  to  measure  the  contribution  of  speci- 
fic individuals  to  the  existence;  of  a successful  or  unsuccessful 
program.  Certainly,  the  ultimate  success  of  a particular 
defense  program  depends  heavily  upon  many  circumstances  other 
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than  the  effectiveness  of  its  interna]  management;  for  example, 
validity  of  the  operational  requirement  or  stability  of  the 
threat,  the  tolerance  of  national  budget  makers,  the  social 
environment,  or  the  priority  of  competing  programs.  Therefore, 
the  connection  between  program  success  and  the  effectiveness  of 
its  managers  (and,  hence,  their  particular  career  patterns)  is, 
at  best,  tenuous.  For  this  reason,  a measure  of  effectiveness 
for  an  individual  manager  is  extremely  difficult  and,  in  most 
cases,  depends  upon  the  subjective  judgement  of  an  observer. 
Such  a measure  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  study. 

The  Air  Force  cannot  build  an  officers'  innate  ability  to- 
manage;  but,  it  can  enhance  any  inherent  ability  by  insuring 
that  potential  program  managers  receive  a background  which  if', 
most  applicable  to  the  management  environment  for  the  types  of 
systems  to  be  managed.  Based  upon  the  studies  which  have  be  n 
conduc  ted  and  the  opinions  expressed  by  knowledge.-. b]  o n opK  , 
it  can  be  reasonably  stated  that  certain  kinds  of  experience, 
education,  and  training  seem  to  be  most  valuable  even  though 
their  specific  order  of  importance  cannot  be  agreed  upon.  Th  - 
degree  to  which  officers  in  program  offices  possess  these  back- 
ground character i sties  is  then  somewhat  a measure  of  the  off:  -t 
iveness  of  Air  Force  assignment,  selection,  education,  and 
training  policies  in  the  pj ogram  management  career  areas.  The 
remainder  of  this  report  concentrates  upon  a quantitative 
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measure  of  the  background  characterist i cs  of  officers  involved 
in  program  management  at  the  5P0  level. 

It  is  fully  recognized  that  there  are  jobs  at  other  organ 
izational  levels  which  also  require  officers  with  these  same 
qualifications — for  instance,  staff  support  of  SPOs  in  each 
product  division,  staff  positions  in  Ha  AFSC  and  Hq  USAF,  Air 
Force  Plant  Representatives  Offices,  and  positions  within  OSD 
and  various  Defense  Agencies.  This  report  will  address  only 
the  frequency  of  occurrence  of  these  characteristics  among 
officers  who  are  currently  working  in  the  SPOs. 
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CHAPTER  I V 


Dal  a Col  1 cction 

Source  of  Data 

The  data  presented  in  this  report  was  extracted  from  the 
personnel  records  maintained  by  the  AFSC.  primary  source  of 
data  was  the  official  Command  Personnel  Records  Group  main- 
tained by  the  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Personnel,  Hg  AI'SC. 

These  i co  ..  c<  j 1 < 1 < ■ litary  history,  including 

academic  ediK  liion,  professional  military  education,  training, 
and  assignments.  • of  this  information  is  also  included  in 

the  Personnel  Data  ! thi:  source,  in  the  su  ry  f< 

of  an  0 eer  Brief  (AF  Foj  293- 1 ) , was  used  as  an 

initi  :i  ening  1 . ; n i of f ii  rs , how  er , 

also  H'-eecsaiy  to  manually  review  their  Com;. .and  Records  Group 

to  ( ' . • i 1 • t ■ Lnforma  on.  Summai  data  on  all  SC  of f i- 

1 from  Hq  AFSC  R ■ : N C6580B,  Qu 

Analysis-Lino  Officer  Force.  Data  on  the  characteristics,  ol 
Air  Force  officers  was  obtained  from  Air  Force  Military  Person- 
nel C<  ter  Report , :5  i -P76Q,  ; 1 - * Force  Charac 

Ac  adorn"  : i due. . t i ori 

Previous  studies  had  indicated  that  technical  and  manage- 
ment academic  disciplines  :e  mr>.  t applicable  to  the  job  of 
Air  Force  program  manage  nt . Foi  purposes  of  this  study, 

I , chn ical  i ins  education  in  th  ph  ft  • : i ' sci enc<  s,  e jin  er  ■ - . 


or  mathematics  academic  fields.  Degrees  from  the  military 
academies  wore  also  categorized  as  technical  except  in  those 
cases  of  the  more  recent  graduates  of  the  Air  Force  /veademy 
where  the  records  indicated  an  academic  major  in  another  area 
such  as  history.  Psychology,  or  Political  Science.  In  the 
data  tables,  the  management  category  includes  not  only  all 
types  of  degrees  in  the  management  academic  field;  but,  also 
degrees  in  Economics.  Because  previous  studies  had  also  indi- 
cated that  possession  of  academic  education  in  Eoi h the  techni- 
cal and  management  areas  would  better  equip  an  officer  to 
handle  the  broader  aspects  of  program  management,  the  number 
of  officers  who  had  this  desirable  combination  was  also  noted. 
Any  coi  ' • ion,  at  either  the  gradu<  te  or  und<  ■ idi  it<  1 /el, 

was  recorded. 

Prof < . . ■ Lon 

Professional  Military  Education  (PMK)  is  divided  into 
three  levels.  At  the  initial  level  is  Squadron  O: ■ icers  School 
which  is  available,  in  residence,  to  officers  in  their  second 
through  eighth  years.  There  are  several  intermediate  levol 
PME  courses.  Most  Air  Force  officers  attend  either  the  Air 
Command  and  Staff  College  or  Armed  Forces  staff  College  nJ  thou 
some  do  attend  intermediate  level  schools  in  the  Army,  Nav y,  or 
other  nations.  Attendance  at  these  schools  is  available  to 
Majors  and  Major- selectees . S tools  at  the  senior  level  are 
available  for  .attendance  by  Lieutenant  Colonels  and  Lieutenant 


study  were  those  EWI  options  which  provide  training  in  cost 
analysis,  financial  management,  procurement  management,  research 
management,  and  quality  assurance  in  the  aerospace  industry. 

All  these  courses  are  of  at  least  10  months  duration. 

The  AFIT  School  of  Systems  and  Logistics  has  conducted  a 
System  Program  Management  Course  since  1964.  This  course  is 
currently  33  days  long  and  provides  a review  of  management  areas 
specifically  of  concern  in  SPOs . Included  are  DoD  and  Ail  Force 
policies  and  procedures,  current  management  issues,  financial 
management,  configuration  control,  1c  Lstics  support,  test  Lng, 
and  procurement.  This  course  is  oriented  towards  Air  Force  pro- 
gram management  and  is  attended  by  Air  Force  officers  in  the 
grades  of  Lieutenant  through  Lieutenant  Colonel. 

The  ?0-wcek  DSMS  course  provides  more  in-depth  training 
than  the  AFIT  course  in  all  areas  o-  system  program  1 snac • .>nt. 
Tt  addresses  the  broader  problems  of  program  management  in  the 
Department  of  Dei  nse  and  is  attended  by  officers  from  all 
three  Military  Services  in  the  grades  of  Major  and  Lieutenant 
Colonel  (or  Navy  equivalent).  A similar  course  is  concussed 
at  the  Navy  Postgraduate  School;  but,  none  of  the  officers  re- 
viewed had  attended  this  course. 

Experience 

Five  different  categories  of  assignment  experience  were 
considered  relevant  to  this  study : ( 1 ) system  program  rruia ce- 

ment, (2)  R&D  management,  (3)  operational,  (4)  Ilcj  AFSC,  and 


(5)  Hq  USAF.  In  addition  to  assignments  to  SPOs,  time  spent  in 
Air  Force  Plant  Representative  Offices  and  plant  offices  oper- 
ated by  the  Defense  Contract  Administration  Agency  were  consid- 
ered to  contribute  system  program  management  experience.  The 
primary  sources  of  R&D  experience  were  assignments  to  AFSC 
laboratories  and  test  centers.  For  purposes  of  this  study, 
operational  assignments  were  considered  to  be  those  in  which 
the  immediate  object  is  the  accomplishment  of  a military  mission. 
Included  were  operation  of  aircraft  or  missile  systems,  mainten- 
ance of  equipment,  logistic:  support  of  deployed  systems  and 

operational  test  and  evaluation.  Time  spent  in  assignments  to 
Hq  AFSC  and  Hq  USAF  was  also  categorized  as  R<«D  because  the  jobs 
at  these  levels  usually  address  the  broader  aspects  of  the  R&D 
program  administration  rather  than  just  system  programs.  Only 
tin-  fact  that  an  of • i eei  had  had  experience  in  t he  opera-  ior  > 
environm  nt,  al  Hq  AF!  . , oi  at  Hq  USAF  was  recorded,  not  t 1 .■ 
oi  : . S{  ; n ' h<  s<  act  /ities.  Th  ccumu  Lo 
time  in  PM)  and  system  program  management  activities  was  recorder; 
to  provide  an  indicat  ion  of  the  total  acquisition  management 
experience  level  of  officers  managing  current  programs. 

Summary 

In  all,  the  records  of  783  officers  assign  d to  AFSC  SPOs 
were  reviewed.  These  included  10  directors  of  PAR  programs, 

30  directors  of  CAR  program:.,  S 5 managers  of  smaller  programs, 
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and  703  officers  assigned  to  selected  SPOs.  (Note,  these 
various  categories  add  to  more  than  783  because  there  is  some 
overlap. ) In  this  latter  category  were  programs  at  all  four 
AFSC  acquisition  subcommands  (Aeronautical  Systems  Division, 
Armament  Development  and  Test  Center,  Electronic  Systems  Divi- 
sion, and  the  Space  and  Missile  Systems  Organization). 

Included  were  4 PAR  programs,  11  CAR  programs,  and  7 others. 


CHAPTER  V 


Data  Anal ys  is 


Data  collected  on  the  program  management  personnel  reviewed 
in  this  study  is  provided  in  Appendix  A. 

Military  Crude  Lcve 1 

Figure  1 shows  the  average  military  grade  of  the  various, 
categories  of  personnel  reviewed  in  thin  study.  Reasonably,  the 
grade  level  of  the  various  categories  of  managers  is  higher  than 
that  for  entire  SPOs.  The  average  grade  level  of  SPO  personnel 
is  very  close  to  that  for  the  entire  command. 

Average  Mil  it  nrj/Cradt' 


07  - 


u 

-a 

rc 

n 

o 

>s 

d 


06  - 

1 » 

IfJ 

1 4 

r i 

f } 

05  - 

■ 

K 

fi 

04- 

i . 

h 

’ ' - 

Avg.  3.  fi? 

03  - 

$ 

: t 

f A 

$ 

el 

I5? 

. ‘ 

t , 

A 

r,  r, 

0 ! • 

i 3 ; 1 

fi 

fi 

r * 

! 

fi  ; > 

01/02  - 

( 1 

1 ' 1 

l | 

P. 

U 11 

* 4 

'4 

p 

fj 

ii 

t , 

• j 

J 

. . 

„ U 

L ' . 

1 4 

/ i 

u . 

PAR 

CAR 

bon  P/C 

I Alt 

t- Al<  Non  P/C 

' ) 

ASD 

PSD  SAMSO 

Managers 


Type  Program 


Acquisition  Suborn-  mid 


Aeronautic al  Rating 

A basis  for  much  Air  Force  personnel  planning  is  aero- 
nautical rating.  Those  officers  with  an  aeronaut i cal  rating, 
principally  pilot  or  navigator,  are  a closely  controlled  re- 
source because  of  the  high  cost  of  their  training.  Historic- 
ally, selection  rates  for  regular  commissions,  promotions,  and 
professional  military  schools  lias  been  biased  in  favor  of  those 
officers  with  an  aeronautical  rating--pri marily  pilots.  There- 
fore, the  distribution  of  rated  officers  .in  SPOs  can  be  an 
indicator  of  the  Air  Force  perceived  value  of  this  career  are  i 
and,  also,  as  a predictor  of  future  career  success  for  these 
officers.  Figure  2 indicates  that  the  number  of  program  mana- 
gers who  are  also  pilots  or  navigators  is  considerably  higher 
than  the  Command  average.  Tn  part,  this  can  be  explained  by 
the  higher  proportion  of  pilots  'and  navigu  ors  at  the  higher 
grade  levels.  For  instance,  54  percent  of  the  I-ia jors,  81  per- 
cent of  the  Lieutenant  Colonels,  88  percent  of  the  Colonels, 
and  70  percent  of  the  Generals  in  AFSC  are  rated. 
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FIGURE  2 


Ar-o ' ; j si  t ion  Ms n > qoi  /nt  Experience 

Figure  3 shows  the  average  number  of  years  experience  ac- 
cumulated  in  R&D  and  SPO  assignments.  This  acquisition  Manage- 
ment experience  averaged  6.1  years  for  all  the  ofi Leers  included 
in  this  study.  M.tnaqcrc  of  the  PAR  and  CAR  Programs  had  a 
higher  experience  level  than  diu  managers  cl  the  lessor  priority 
programs  below  the  PAR/CAR  level. 
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FIGURE  3 

Within  the  acquisition  subcoim  inds , only  AGO  ap;>  r s to  dev  Late 

appreciably  from  the  overall  average.  A possible  explanation 
for  thin  is  the  fact  that  ASD  SPOs  rely  upon  a sc|  irat:  func- 

tional organization  to  provide  most  of  their  engineering  support. 
In  other  SPOs  this  tended  to  be  a high  oxpei  ience  area. 

The  experience  levels  in  the-  variou.  categories  or  program 
offices  shows  an  increasing  trend  from  the  high  priority  PAR 
programs  to  the  low  priority  piourans  below  the  PAR/CAR  level. 


SPOs  for  PAR  ar.d  CAR  programs  tend  to  be  more  nearly 


self-sufficient  and,  therefore,  larger.  Their  manning  depth 
better  enables  them  to  absorb  less  experienced  people  than  the 
smaller  SPOs  where  there  is  a dependence  upon  an  experienced 
cadre  to  direct  the  supporting  efforts  of  functional  organiza- 
tions. An  examination  of  the  key  personnel  in  the  PAR  and  CAR 
SPOs  shows  a very  high  experience  level  among  this  group- -an 
average  of  9 years. 

Figure  1 shows  the  experience  levels  with  assigned  Lieut- 
enants excluded.  Because  these  officers  are  clearly  in  an 
apprentice  status,  this  gives  a more  accurate  portrayal  of  the 
experience  level  of  those  officers  who  would  Ik-  carrying 
essentially  all  the  management  responsibility. 
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The  data  in  Figure  1 indicates  an  average  grade  level  of 


just  under  Major  for  the  officers  included  in  this  study.  This 
relates  to  an  average  of  between  11  and  12  years  of  active  com- 
missioned service.  When  combined  with  Figure  3,  this  indicates 
that,  on  the  average,  the  officers  assigned  to  AFSC  SPOs  have 
spent  just  under  half  their  total  career  in  acquisition 


management . 


0 li  ioim.T_  Exp  srienc< 


About  two-thirds  of  the  officers  reviewed  in  this  study 
had  had  experience  in  the  user  environment  of  the  Air  Force  . 

The  rated  officers  accounted  for  half  of  this  operational  emcri 
encc;  however,  over  half  the  non-rated  officers  had  also  had 
assignments  in  the  operational  environment.  There  was  no  par- 
ticular significance  attached  to  the  distribution  of  this  ex- 
perience shown  in  Figure  5. 
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About  11  percent  of  the  officers  had  had  assignments  at 
either  Hq  USAF  or  llq  AFSC.  Figure  6 shows  the  distribution  of 
this  experience.  Almost  half  the  PAR  and  CAR  program  director 
had  had  tours  at  one  of  these  headquarters  and  15  percent  had 
had  tours  in  both.  Overall,  G . 5 percent  of  the  officers  in 
this  study  had  Hq  AFSC  experience  and  4 percent  had  iiq  USAF 
experience . 
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Aca d eraic  Kd \ i ic n t i on 

Academic  qualifications  are  shown  in  Figure  7,  8,  and  9. 
All  officers  included  in  this  study  had  at  least  an  undergradu 
ate  degree;  however,  ;iOt  all  had  degrees  in  either  the  techni- 
cal or  management  areas  which  had  been  indicated  as  mo-  L 
applicable  in  previous  tudios. 


A technical  degree  ha?  been  clearly  a strong  prerequisite 
in  selecting  personnel  for  SPOr. . All  the  PAR  and  CAR  managers 
have  technical  undergraduate  degrees.  Almost  all,  84  percent, 
of  the  other  program  managers  had  technical  degrees.  Predomin- 
antly (79  percent)  technical  degrees  were  also  held  by  other 
SPO  personnel.  Overall,  at  the  undergraduate  level,  80  pei cent 
of  the  officers  had  a technical  and  14  percent  had  a management 
academic  background. 

rd u cat ion  ( Unde re ; rad  u a to ) 


Man  gers  Type  Progra.i  Acqu  ir.it  ion  Subrv  id 

(a)  Average  Technical  ( SOP) 

(b)  Average  >1  ( 1 


FI GURU  7 

At  the  Master 1 s 1<  vel  , th<  dat  . in  figure  8 shows  a el- 
ite shift  toward  management--27  percen1  of  all  officers  surveyed. 


Another  35  percent  had  Master's  degrees  in  technical  disci;  lines. 
Of  the  783  officer's  reviewed,  61  percent  had  Master 1 s degrees 
in  technical  or  management,  di  sc  i pi  ines — 1 3 officers,  had  bo'  h 
technical  and  management  Mast  ei  ’ s degrees.  An  additional  . 0 
officers  also  had  Ph.D.  degrees  in  technical  disciplines,  in- 
cluding 5 of  the  PAR  and  CAR  program  p>  nagors.  Of  these  senior 
program  managers,  85  percent  had  Master's  and  13  percent,  ha  • 

Ph.D.  degrees,  as  comj area  to  61  pe rce  and  3 i < 

other  officers.  The  comparable  averages  for  all  officers  'a 
AFSC  arc  49  percent  and  5 percent.  For  the  entire  Air  h.r.  , 
th  e avei  s are  3 1 ei  and  1 i , . ; y , i 

line  officers. 
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The  other  educational  area  of  interest  .in  previous  studies 
concerned  a combination  of  technical  and  management  academic 
backgrounds.  In  all,  2.4  percent  of  these  officers  had  this 
academic  combination,  mostly  with  a technical  Bachelor's  degree 
and  management  Master's  degree.  No  significant  trends  wore  de- 
tected between  the  various  categories  of  officers. 
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100  -| 


so  - 

u 

V 

O 

u 

u 

60  - 

Q) 

Uu 

40  - 

4- 


i 

20  -j  ; 





i . 


t 4 

<> 


PAP.  CAK  N< 


p/c; 


Average  24 % 


K 


P/  N’on  P/(  ADTC  • ESD 


Managers 


'lyin'  i'rogi  .mi  Acquisition  SubcommaJ 


FIGURE  0 


Rrwf  il  Mil  i_»  arj  ^duration 

Figure  1 shows  the  percen I :nqe  of  officers  included  in  thi.; 

Let  i thi  1 I ■ e dif f ei  1 1 f PME.  Thi ■ 

foil'  wing  table  provides  a c iiinon  with  all  AFSC  and  Air 
Force  officers. 
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All  program  m nagers  had  higher  completion  rates  for  SC'S 
ol  : an  . C CR 


managers  aJ  so  had  appreciably  higher  completion  rates  for  inter 
mediate  and  senior  level  rob  >■•.'! 


The  number  of  personnel  who  had  completed  any  of  the 
specialized  training  courses  was  relatively  low.  Only  74  of 
these  officers  had  completed  the  System  Program  Officer  Course 
conducted  by  AF1T.  There  were  17  officers  in  this  study  who 
had  completed  DSMS  or  its  predecessor/  The  Defense  Weapons 
System  Management  Course.  A total  of  G2  officers  had  completed 
EW 1 programs. 
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None  of  the  PAR  program  managers  had  completed  any  of  these 
training  courses . Hove  vor,  thro-  of  thos».-  n in<K(cr;>  h *d  com:  1 c?toci 
the  Harvard  Advaiv*  1 M aiaacni-. ,-nt  > oarsr: . 

Both  managers  of  I on  PAR/CV  : . programs  and  personnel  as  si  ,n<c. 
to  t lie  so  program  offices  had  the  highest  ittcndr.ncc  rates  at  the 
With  the  exception  of  SAM.'  ) SPOs,  the  EKI  trainees 


AFIT  course. 


were  spread  fairly  evenly.  There  are  so  few  DSMS/DWSMC  gradu- 
ates at  this  time,  that  analysis  of  their  distribution  is  not 
meaningful . 


CHAPTER  Vj 


Summary 

The  Air  Force  appears  to  he  manning  its  program  offices 
with  officers  who  have  a blend  of  the  characteristics  which 
previous  studies  have  considered  most  applicable  to  program 
management.  As  stated  in  Chapter  IT,  there  is  no  optimum 
career  path  or  standard  against  which  these  factors  can  be  com 
pared.  Therefore,  any  assessment  regarding  adequacy  or  inade- 
quacy is  highly  subjective. 

Experience  in  the  acquisition  business  is  clearly  consid- 
ered to  he  Line  most  important  single  asset  which  a program 
manager  con  have.  In  this  respect,  the  selection  of  PAR  and 
CAR  program  managers  appears  to  have  been  strongly  guided  by 
thi  s characti  i is  Lc.  On  the  av  ra  , th  s<  i rs  oi  n joi 

programs  have  more  than  1.1  years  experience  in  managing  acqui- 
■ he  ( i i . s ra i was  j 

for  PAR  program  managers  and  from  4 to  23  years  for  CAR  pregra 
managers.  Ninety-five  percent  of  the  PAR  managers  had  7 or 
more  year:.  >t  acquisition  manage)  n < :ri<  ice  and,  furth  r , 
70  percent  had  previously  bet. -a  managers  or  deputies  for  major 
: rams.  I ' ' ■ . s , rent 

of  acquisition  n magement  experience*. 

Managers  of  programs  below  the  PAR/ CAR  level  had  consider- 
ably loss  acquisition  m inurement  experience  than  aid  managers 


of  the  major  programs.  This  is  not  a surprising  finding.  It 
should  be  expected  that  managers  with  the  greater  experience 
would  be  assigned  to  the  programs  of  highest  importance.  How- 
ever, what  was  surprising  was  that  these  managers  had  a lower 
experience  level  (5.6  years)  than  the  average  for  all  persona  1 
in  this  type  SPO  (6.5  years).  This  result  appears  to  be  du<  to 
the  manner  in  which  data  was  collected.  A number  of  the  mana- 
gers identified  with  non  PAR/CAR  programs  appeared  to  be 
operating  on  their  own,  without  any  or  a very  small  supporting 
staff.  The  data  collected  on  Sl'O  personnel  for  this  level  of 
program  was  obviously  on  programs  for  which  a SPO  existed  and, 
therefore,  at  the  higher  end  of  the  importance  scale  for  this 
level  of  program.  Managers  of  the  non  PAR/CAR  SPOs  selected 
for  this  study  averaged  10.7  years  of  experience.  For  this 
reasi  > , the  data  coll<  •:  • i on  managers  b ow  t!  ' CAR  lev 
is  not  conclusive.  However,  at  least  40  percent  or  these  mana- 
gers had  no  previous  acquisition  management  experience  prior  to 
being  given  responsibility  for  piogrums  ranging  in  size  from 
several  hundred  thousand  to  several  million  dollars.  This  : y 

be  a very  expensive  on-the-job  training  program. 

The  Air  force  appears  to  be  infusing  c high  degree  of 
opei  ti  nal  perience  into  its  requisition  manag  i n pro 
This  practice  should  help  keep  these  programs  oriented  towards 
the  needs  of  the  user  and  his  environment. 


Hq  AF SC  and  1 lc{  USAF  experience  level  was  high  only  for  the 
major  program  managers.  Results  relating  to  this  experience 
.level  for  managers  of  the  lesser  programs  may  have  again  been 
distorted  by  the  way  in  which  the  data  was  collected.  Four 
of  the  7 managers  of  those  non  CAR/PAR  SPOs  reviewed  had  had 
tours  at  one  of  those  headquarters. 

The  educational  background  of  all  categories  of  officers 
examined  war  closely  aligned  to  that  identified  as  preferable-. 
Predominantly  these  officers  have  undergraduate  degrees  in 
engineering , physic;  I s • > • mc< s,  c mathematics.  C«  . tr< 
the  rest  of  the  officers  in  AFSC  and  the  Air  Force,  consider- 
ably more  program  management  personnel  have  graduate  degrees, 
and  these  degrees  are  in  the  areas  related  to  program  manage- 
ment.. Almost  one-fourth  of  the  officers  included  in  this  study 
had  academic  backgrounds  in  both  toeh’.jic.J  end  m v ■ • at 

Program  management  personnel  also  have  a higher  completion 
rate  than  tk  • rest  of  AFSC  or  Air  Force  c ffieers  for  all  Ll 
levels  of  PMU.  Although  not  directly  related  to  the  progia  u 
management  job  (except  in  the  case  of  the  Industrial  College 
of  the  Armed  Forces),  completion  of  PM!)  is  generally  consid **ed 
to  be  career  enhancing . Therefore,  this  factoi  c Ld  conti 
to  a higher  success  rate  tor  tiiese  officers  ii  competing  foi 
promotions.  A very  hign  completion  rate  for  these  schools  was 
observed  for  t.he  PAR  and  CAP  program  managers  who  for  the  most 
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part  had  already  advanced  to  Colonel  or  General. 

Completion  of  specialized  training  did  not  appear  to  be 
a significant  factor.  The  numbers  who  had  completed  any  of 
the  three  courses  recorded  were  fairly  low.  Attendance  at 
DSMS  or  participation  in  the  EWJ  program  is  somewhat  restricted 
due  to  the  long  lengths  of  time  and  cost  involved.  However,  it 
would  appear  that  more  advantage  could  be  taken  of  the  rela- 
tively short  AFIT  System  Program  Of i j cor  Course. 
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APPENDIX  A 


Da tn  Tables 

Explanation  of  Data  Tables 

1.  Results  are  generally  presented  as  a percentage  of 
the  total,  except: 

a.  Acquisition  management  experience  is  presented  as 
the  average  number  of  years  for  the  number  of 
officers  assigned. 

b.  PME  data  is  presented  as  a percentage  of  the  total 
number  of  eligible  officer:  , i.e.: 

(1)  SOS  based  upon  number  in  grades  02  and 
above. 

(2)  Intermediate  based  upon  number  in  grad'  s 
04  md  above. 

(3)  Senior  based  upon  number  in  grades  Os  and 
above . 

2.  AI  IT  refers  to  the  System  Program  Officer  (Course  r>70) 
conduct-  ' by  th  Air  force  In  ••  i tut  e of  technology  (AI'IT)  School 
of  Systems  and  I.ogjsl  ius. 

3.  DSMS  rt  f ers  to  the  Etc  :r.  • ont  Course  conducted 

by  the  Defense  Systems  Management  School. 

4.  EW1  refers  to  the  r.ducation-With  Industry  programs  in 
Cost  Analysis,  Financial  Management,  Pro<  rction  and  Procurt  : 
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Management,  Research  Management,  and  Production  and  Quality 
Assurance  which  are  administered  by  AFIT. 
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TABLE  1 


PAR  P ROGRAM  MANAGERS * 
(10  Officers) 


Democj r a phic  Data 


Grade 

Aero  Rating 

Of. 

07 

Pilot  1 Nav 

N/R 

io 

f.0 

70  flO 

20 

Education 

, BS/BA  j 

MS/MA  | 

" T 

1 

Tech  1 Mg  t 

Tech  1 Veit  : 

PhD  ' 

Comb 

1 1 0 0 

l 

_0 

30  . 30 

10 

30j 

PHE 


SOS  1 

1 Tnt  ! Sen ^ 

7 0 

go  yo 

Exp  Lei  ■■ 


A c q u i s i t io  n g t 

Op-1 

llq 

Hq  i 
USAF  ' 

: r&d  i spo 

Total 

Exp 

AFSC 

1 6 3 4.2 



30 

20 

50 

Three  of  those  officers  had  attended  the  Harvard  Advanced 
Management  Course;  however,  none  had  attended  any  of  the 
specialized  systems  management  training  courses. 

* All  data  in  percentage  except  acquisition  management,  experi- 
ence which  is  the  average  in  years. 
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TABLE  2 


CAR  PROGRAM  MANAGERS* 


(30  OflLcers) 


D emogra ph i a D ata 


Grade 

Aero 

Rating  ; 

| 04 

0 5 0 6i 

r 07  ! 

Pilot  ! 

i i.av  i 

N/R  : 

L 3_ 

Li2J_ZZJ 

L_3j 

L_  ”2 

17 

27  i 

Education 


BS/EA  ~!  MS/MA 

j 

Tech 

Mgt 

Tech  | Mqt 

PhD 

Comb  ; 

100 

n 

63  : 33 

13 

30  ! 

PME 


fsos" 

Int 

Sen 

| 70 

57 

60  , 

Ex per i cnee 


Acquisition  Mgt  i Op' 1 

Cr 

CT 

i 

j R&D 

SPO  , Total  Exp 

A ESC  USAF  i 

1 6.0 

5.0  11.0  100 

33  i 40 

Tra  i nirig 


AI’l  T j 

DSMS 

3 i 

10 

* AJ l data 
•‘•net!  Which 


iii  percentage  except  acquisition  management  experi 
is  the  average  in  years. 
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TABLE  3 


M7  NAGi  R 01  NO  R /Cl  * 

(55  Officers) 


i . . a pi  Lc  1 ' 1 


Gi 

Aero 

ing  . .1 

03  | 

04 

| 05 

'w 

° 

Pilot  ' 

| N/R 

29  1 

3 5 

i 33 

_ 4 _ 

38  | 

17  45  ! 

Fdrca i on 


BS/BA 

MS/MA  ! F 

Tech  1 Mat  1 

Teel:  ,\.S  C \b 

84  j 5 

42  29  . 0 

PME 


SOL'  ! 1 t ' 

Son 

71  ,;i 

.1  5 

Ex  per  ; Mico 


* Al  1 da  t-  t 


in  percentage  except  acquis  iv  ion  management  ex 
is  the  average  in  years. 


1 


\ 


one  wh  ic: , 


TABLE  4 


* A13 
once 


PA  PROGR1  M OFF3  |_J  ! ONI  EL* 

(2-1.3  Officers) 

Do  mo  <i  raph  i c Pat  a 


Grade  ■■  i < > 1 i n j 


01/02 

04" 

, 05  i 0(.  l 

File  j Na\ 

7 _ | ■'  2 

30 

12  '/ 

1 251965 

Educat  ion 


f.S/BA  "7  MS/MA 

Cfi'-’b 

j Tech  ! 

Mat-  ' T.  ch  Mgt  PhD 

72 

20  30  33  2 | 26 

PME 

j~S 

65  ■ 44 


E>:n<  - r i i net: 


Acqu Lsition  Mgt  Op  1 

iiq 

1 IKJI 

! RJ.U 

S PO  I Total  Exp 

Al'SC 

US AF  j 

. . 2 

4 

8 

T r a i 1 1 i n ; 


A.  j -V 

dfms  i 

10 

_J-XjL 

data  in  percentage  e:.  -o;  ' a -qu i :•  . Lion  managemen t experi- 
. • i i i eh  is  the  average  in  year:  . 
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TABLE  5 


CAR  PROGRAM  OFFICE  PERSONN EL* 
(392  Officers) 


Demog raphic  Da ta 


Grade 

Aero 

Rating 

01/0  A 

03 

04  | 09  i 06  ! 07 

Pilot  1 

Nav 

N/R 

9 

[±LJ 

19  j 1 6 f 7 | .3 

21 

L_LH 

r 73 1 

Education 


BS./I3A 

MS/ 

MA  " 

PhD 

Comb 

TechT"  Mg  t. 

Tech 

Mgt 

83  1 12 

37 

24 

3 

2 3 

PME 


SOS 

Int 

Son  i 

... 

34 

42  1 

i xperi  < ice 


Acquisition  Mqt ' 

Op’l 

H 1 ! 

H 3 

[ RuD  j SPO 

TotaJ 

Exp 

AFSC 

USA!' 

(2.5  3.2 

k 

j 

i 

62  1 

- * 8' 

5 

Train  i ng 

r7afTi:'  ■"  ■ ~ rtfi 

r 9 i j \ -i  \ 

* A] 1 data  in  percentage  except  acquisition  management  experi- 
ence which  is  the  average  in  years. 
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TABLE  6 


NON  PAR/CAR  PROGRAM  OFFICE  PERSONNEL* 
(79  Officers) 

Homograph i c Data 


Grade 

Aero 

Rat i nq 

01/02 

0 3 

04 

J>JL 

0G 

Pi  lot 

Nav 

r n/r  i 

L 11.J  A2- 

20 

2.0 

0 

23 1 

-.U.I 

Education 


BS/BA 

MS/M/v 

PhD 

Comb  1 

t Tech 

i Mqt  1 

i Tech  i Mqt 

L 7 .G  “ 

i I 

3r>  i 24  ! 

0 

TS  1 

PME 


r I n t 1 

[ Sen  1 

30  i 

■7 

Exper  « 


Acquis i. tion  .‘  qt 

nq 

i Hq 

PAD 

SPO  Total 

Exp  I 

AFSC 

USAF  j 

2 . 3 

4.2  6.5 

68  1 

7 

i 6 ~1 

Training 

f AFIT  1 DSMS  EWI 

I EH _ I l.0..  . 


* All  data 
cnee  which 


in  percentage  except  acquisition  management  experi- 
is  the  average  in  years. 
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TABLE  7 


ADTC  SPO'S* 
(32  Officers) 


Demographic  Data 


Grade 

Aero  Rati 

J 

01/0 2~T  03  r 04 

r 05  ! 06 

Pilot 

N av 

12  | 45  i 19 

17“ f 7 

33 

7 

Education 


i ' BS/RA 

MS/MA  i 

1 I 

| Tech 

Mqt 

O 

Mqt  • 

PhD  i Comb  | 

1 9 

24 

i.9 

0 19  j 

PMK 


(SOS 

Hint:*"  Sen"! 

1 _6° 

2 2 5 0 i 

Experience 


Acqui 

sition  i'gt 

Op'l  1 Hq 

Hq  | 

RSD  j 

SPO  j Total 

Exp  1 

AFSC 

USAF  1 

12.5 

3.8  ! 6.3 

64  | 

10 

7 

Tr<.  i ning 


j LETT 

r— . I 1 

L_2_J 

Z-L-iiU 

* All  data  in  percentage  except  acquisition  management  exper 
ence  which  is  the  average  in  years. 


TABLE  8 


ASP  SPO'S* 
(200  Officers) 


Demog r a phic  Data 


Grade 

T 

Aero 

Rat i nq 

[01/02 

MEfiMEElgflU 

06  I 07  1 

Pi  lot 

l\lav  1 N/R  : 

7 

] 37  | 31  i 1 7 . E>[ 

ll  • 5 L 

31 

T5j~  54~1 

Education 


' bs'/'ba 

MS/KA 

| 

1 Tech  ! 

Mgt  j 

Tech  i 

Mgt  ] 

PhD  j Comb 

i 6 0 

:<) 

2 7 

4 5 

1 ^ 2?  ^ 

PME 


nt 

2:7 


Sen 
14  I 


Exper ience 


Acc 

ui sit ion  Mgt 

1 R&P 

SPO  7 Total 

2.6  | 4.4 

Hq 

AFSC 


82 


nq 

USAF  | 
8 ' 


Tra Lning 


' DSf  " : ‘ 

[~8~T  2,5T  1~2  , 


* Al)  data  in  percentage  except  acquisition  management  experi- 
ence which  is  the.  average  in  years. 


TABLE  10 

SAMSQ  SPO’S* 
(358  Officers) 


Demog ra ; )hic  Data 


Grade 

Aero 

Rati  n 

n 

01/02  f 

03 

T 04  T 05  ' 0f> 

07  Pilot 

Nav 

N/R  ! 

L Mil 

49 

T 18 | 16  , (P 

[ILL— iJ_JI 

5 1 

7 8 ) 

Education 


| BS/BA 

MS/MA  ! j 

Tech 

Q O 

Mgt 
— "a 

Tech  Mgt  PhD  Comb 

on  ')  ■ i on 

PME 


i'so'fT  i 

i Tut  1 Son  : 

1 54  ; 

33  : 38  ! 

Expel  i erit:c 


Aci iuisi  tio  i 

Mg  t 

i Op1)  j 

Hq 

| R&D  | 

SPO  1 

Tol  a 1 

| F.xp  j AFSC  j 

Ll  l , 

3.4 

5.9 

4 9 J 

1 1 

Tra i n.incj 


1 AFl'T  D.  '■'■'S 

L iO.  J 

2 ; 

* All  data 
once  which 


in  percentage  except  acquisition  management  experi 
is  the  average  in  years. 
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TABLE  11 


SUMMARY  — ALL  OFFICERS  TNC LUDED  IN  STUDY* 
{ 7 B 3 Officers) 


Demographic  Data 


Grade 

Aero  Rating 

01/02 

0 3 

04  I 05  | 06  ! 07/08 

Pilot  i Nav 

N/R  ' 

8 

L±L 

24  17  t 8 | 1 

25  ! 9 

66  ! 

Education 


’ BS/BA  ] 

MS/MA 

~!  Tot 

PhD  1 Grad 

-J 

Comb  ] 

i Tech  . Mqt  , 

Tech 

i Mqt 

! Deg 

■Mill 

36 

2 7 

2 i 65 

24  } 

PME 

| SOS 

’ InF: 

Sen  1 

L_i7 

i 36 

ALl 

Ex ner i once 


1 Acqui 

sit  ion 

Mqt 

r~op'i  | 

llq 

' llq  1 

I11"0  r 

SPO 

To  f a J- 

| 1 

AFSC 

USAF  i 

i 2.5  r 

3.6 1_ 

6.1 

™ 1 

7 

A J 

Trai. nii,  , 


r^.'i y\ 

" l)S MS 

LWI 

10 

iz±r.. 

■ 9 

* All  data  in  percentage  except  acquisition  management  experi- 
ence which  is  the  average  in  years. 
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